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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary of Project

In August 2008, James City County released a Request for Proposal for an Organizational
Effectiveness and Efficiency Study of identified County departments and services. The RFP
requested that consultants provide an implementation plan that includes recommendations for the
most effective delivery of government services with projections of potential savings of costs
based on the implementation of those recommendations. Specifically, the County’s RFP
identified the following key study requirements:

e Analyze service levels, workloads and staffing.

e Evaluate programs and services in terms of necessity, efficiency, staffing, funding and
responsiveness to citizens needs.

e Identify policies, procedures or other factors that impede productivity and effectiveness.

e Identify other local governments, especially comparable counties in Virginia, as
benchmarks or models from which the County can learn.

e Recommend alternatives that will enable the County to deliver services in the most
efficient and effective manner possible.

e Project immediate and long term savings in capital and operating costs from
implementing recommendations.

e Develop plans to implement recommendations, including timelines, resources and
anticipated impediments to implementing recommendations.

In September 2008, MFSG responded to the County’s request for proposals, was interviewed via
telephone in October and subsequently engaged to perform the requested services. MFSG
initiated work on the project on November 4, 2008. The first site visit and interviews
commenced on December 1, 2008 and were completed during the first week of January 2009.
Members of the project team made a total of three site visits for three days during the evaluation
stage of the project and have had frequent interaction with James City County staff by email and
telephone. The project team is appreciative of attitude and helpfulness of the County staff. We
were also pleased that the Board of Supervisors could take time to meet with MFSG during the
project.

Our work program enabled the project team to assess whether County departments were
fulfilling their missions in accordance with adopted County laws and policies and relevant
Federal and State regulations. In addition, our assessment provided us with the necessary
information to make recommendations to address identified problems and concerns and to
improve the operations and services delivered by the County. Our assessment was designed to
identify for the County those processes and procedures it should have in place to:

e Ensure projects and services are delivered in a professional manner on time and within
budget.

e Ensure that completed projects meet a high quality of customer service delivery and all
performance objectives.

¢ Organize project staff and project development processes effectively.
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e Provide for reporting mechanisms related to the status of on-going projects.
e Map processes in operating and administrative departments for business process
improvement suggestions and future information technology projects.

James City County operates under a Charter in a manner similar to the traditional or county
administrator form of government. The Board of Supervisors is a five-member body
representing the five electoral districts in the County: Roberts, Jamestown, Berkeley, Powhatan
and Stonehouse. The Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Board are elected annually by its
members. The Board members are elected to staggered four-year terms. This body enacts
ordinances, appropriates funds, sets tax rates and establishes policies and generally oversees the
operation of the County government. The County Administrator is appointed by and serves at
the pleasure of the Board of Supervisors. As the Chief Executive Officer of the County, he is
responsible for developing an annual budget and carrying out policies and laws which are
reviewed and approved by the Board. The County Administrator directs business and
administrative policies and recommends to the Board those methods, procedures and policies
which will properly govern the County.

As of February 2009, the County has reduced its operating budget to $166 million for each fiscal
year 2009 and 2010. This represents a $4 million reduction from the adopted $170 million FY
2009 budget and a $10 million reduction from the $176 million fiscal plan for FY 2010.

Project Fundamentals

At the onset of the project, MFSG established the following project fundaments to help guide the
study:

e Understand the past but focus on present and future needs.

e Understand the myriad of driving forces facing the County.

e Ensure the staff understands our objective is to fit the needs of the County with the
correct staffing level and that the study is not a “witch hunt”.

e Recognize that public sector changes are generally more successful if they are
evolutionary vs. revolutionary.

¢ Focus on the “big ticket” items.

e Interview a cross section of James City County employees, appointed and elected
officials and users of the County’s services.

e Inspect the field locations to verify employee input.

Description of the MFSG Project Methodology

Our approach to the Organizational Effectiveness and Efficiency Study consisted of four phases
encompassing the programs and functional areas included in the scope of the review:

e Phase I — Preliminary Investigations — The project team makes initial contact and
performs initial investigations to obtain a general understanding of how the organization
is organized, how it operates, and how well it performs as evidenced by operating and
financial records.
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e Phase II — On-Site Investigations — The project team performs on-site investigations of
the management of the organization and of the daily operation and support functions
associated with its operations. Internal and external drivers are identified. On Site
Investigations may be consolidated with Phase I-Preliminary Investigations.

e Phase III — Functional Evaluations — The project team performs an assessment and
evaluation of each of the management, support and operation functions of the
organization, identifying potential problem areas within the various functions.

e Phase IV - Report Preparation — The project team prepares an analysis report,
summarizing the findings of the functional evaluation.

Each of the phases was sub-divided into discrete tasks as part of the project work plan. The key
tasks in the study were as follows:

e Task 1: Project Initiation

e Task 2: Data Collection

e Task 3: Develop Work Plan Projections

e Task 4: Interview Stakeholders

e Task 5: Develop Evaluation Criteria

e Task 6: Develop and Evaluate Alternative Organizational Models and Operating
Procedures

e Task 7: Develop Conclusions and Recommendations

e Task 8: Develop Report and Presentations

Key Findings from the Interviews

We interviewed a broad cross-section of employees and found results that were in some cases
surprising and in others to be expected:

e James City County is a desirable place of employment.

e James City County staffing has not kept pace with the growing workload.
¢ County employees are concerned about their future employment.

e Some organizational changes are necessary.

¢ Gaps have evolved in several areas and with policies and procedures.

e Responsibilities continue to grow in both scope and volume.

e Reliance on institutional memory is too great.

e Staffing in some departments is inadequate.

¢ Internal communications should be improved.

e There is some concern with the hiring process.

Documents and Records Review

The project team invested significant time in reviewing various documents and records to ensure
a complete understanding of the functionality of James City County departments. We received,
reviewed and examined copies of virtually every type of document and file used or maintained
by various County departments. We received complete cooperation from the County staff in
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obtaining these and other documents. The County went so far as to set up a Microsoft
SharePoint site to post relevant documents, records and information for the project team to
review. This cooperation was of great value to the project team.

Benchmarking

The project team along with staff from James City County selected five Virginia counties for
review based upon several criteria. The general criteria include the following:

e Proximity to James City County

e Demographics of population served
e Population growth rates

e Availability of data

¢ Geographic location

e Similarity of responsibilities

The Virginia counties that were selected for the analysis include:

e Albemarle County
e Fauquier County

e Frederick County
e Hanover County

e York County

Once the organizations were selected, the project team began gathering information from each
entity. The latest data obtainable was included in the assessment. The benchmarking analysis
demonstrated that organizationally there are actually very little similarities between James City
County and the entities selected for comparison. All of the entities had significant differences in
their organizational structures, including individual location of departments, sub-units, number
and responsibilities of staff and reporting responsibilities. These structural differences made an
“apples to apples” comparison very difficult.

The following specific observations were made during the course of the benchmarking analysis:

e All Counties are governed by a Board of Supervisors ranging from five to seven
members.

e James City, Frederick and York Counties have a County Manager/Administrator with one
Assistant County Manager/Administrator responsible for all departments. The other
three counties have the reporting departments allocated to more than one Assistant
Manager/Administrator. Albemarle County has a County Executive with two Assistant
County Executives, Fauquier County has a County Administrator with a Deputy County
Administrator and an Assistant County Administrator while Hanover County has a
County Administrator with two Assistant County Administrators and two Deputy County
Administrators.

e James City County has the second highest population density behind York County.
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e The number of County full-time positions per 1,000 residents was lower in all of the
benchmarked communities when compared to James City County. The number of
County full-time positions per square mile of area was also lower in all of the
benchmarked communities when compared to James City County, with the exception of
York County. This is by no means an indicator of a lack of productivity or efficiency,
due to the difficulties in comparing jurisdictions as alluded to in Benchmarking
Challenges in the Benchmarking Section.

e James City County has the second lowest operating budget for Public Safety (Police,
Fire, EMS, Emergency Communications) and the lowest Public Safety operating budget
per full-time position.

e James City County has the lowest Police operating budget per full time position and the
second lowest Fire (Fire, EMS, Emergency Communications) operating budget per full
time position.

e The County has the lowest Non-Public safety operating budget per full-time position.

e The FY 2009 capital budget for James City County was the lowest of the benchmarked
communities while the five-year CIP was slightly below the median.

e All of the benchmarked counties have a Public Works Department, with the exception of
James City County and York County.

e With the exception of Hanover County, James City County has a higher property tax rate
than all of the other benchmarked communities.

Evaluation Criteria

As outlined in our proposal, the project study team considered a variety of evaluation criteria
including but not limited to customer service, public safety, finances and equipment to employ in
evaluating the organizational models for James City County.

Alternative Organizational Structures

James City County’s current organizational structure and staffing patterns evolved over time and
reflect the best judgment of the County as to the deployment of available resources for the
workloads faced by the County. Based on the information we collected during our interviews
and site visits and comparing James City County with other organizations and sound
management practices observed during our experience in working for other clients, we
considered the following three organizational models for the County:

e “As Is” Model — the current structure

e “As-Is Enhanced” Model — current structure with some restructuring and the addition of
new personnel

MFSG 5 James City County



e “Functional” Model — significant restructuring of the current organization with emphasis
on grouping personnel and divisions by functional responsibility

Each of these models is discussed briefly, together with the advantages and disadvantages of
each as we see them.

Priority Recommendations

Based on the project team’s findings and conclusions, we developed a large number of specific
recommendations for the County to consider. Those recommendations are outlined in Section III
of this report. Our recommendations included cost savings wherever they could be qualified.
Likewise, we quantified estimates of potential cost increases relating to our recommendations
wherever possible. All of our recommendations are intended to improve overall effectiveness
and efficiency in the County’s delivery of services.

Additionally, we have further identified what we consider to be the six highest priority
recommendations for consideration and implementation by the County. We recommend that
these priority recommendations be acted upon immediately if possible, but in no case later than
the end of Fiscal Year 2010.

The following provides a brief summary of these priority recommendations. The analysis,
findings, conclusions and justifications for each recommendation are further discussed
under their respective functional department or divisional write-ups in II1. James City
County Department Evaluations.

1. Organizational Changes

e Create a new Citizen Services Department under the management of the Assistant County
Administrator. The Department would consist of the following existing departments and
divisions:

— Communications

- Satellite Services

— Economic Development

- Neighborhood Connections

-~ Cooperative Extension Services

e Maintain a Community Services Department that would consist of those departments and
divisions that are not recommended for inclusion in a new Citizen Services Department.
Community Services would consist of the following divisions:

— Social Services

— Housing and Community Development
— Colonial Community Corrections

- Parks and Recreation

MFSG 6 James City County



e Move Stormwater from General Services to Development Management as a standalone
division reporting to the Development Manager.

2. Funding for Staff Positions

e Fill two vacant Groundskeeper I positions within Grounds Maintenance in FY 2010.

e Fill three FY 2010 BOS approved/not-yet funded new positions within the Police

Department.

e Fill three FY 2010 BOS approved/not-yet funded new positions within the Fire
Department.

e Fill one FY 2010 BOS approved/not-yet funded new position with Emergency
Communications.

e Hire two additional civilian administrative staff for Police Department in FY 2010.

e Hire two additional civilian administrative staff for Fire Department in FY 2010.

e Hire one additional Programmer/Analyst position for Information Resources
Management in FY 2010.

3. Purchase of Laptops/Mobile Devices

e Purchase approximately 20 laptops/mobile devices for Stormwater, Environmental and
Code Compliance Inspectors for field work to connect to existing County data sources
(i.e., CaseTrak, HMS software) and write reports. Estimated one time cost is $65,000
and recurring annual cost is $12,000.

e Implement IT process/system improvements to utilize laptops/mobile devices.

e Implement modified version of HMS software in Codes Compliance Division.

4. Facilitated Retreat for Board of Supervisors

e Organize a facilitated Board of Supervisors “Retreat” during the current FY 2010 budget
deliberations.

5. Reconsideration of Stormwater Utility Fee

e Reconsider full or partial implementation of the Stormwater Utility Fee. During
reconsideration, previous efforts should be examined, problems identified and
adjustments made where appropriate.

6. Development of Detailed Implementation Plan/Schedule

e Develop a detailed implementation plan and schedule to ensure that the report’s
recommendations are properly implemented, and that the follow up training and resource
documents can be developed in a timely manner.
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JAMES CITY COUNTY
Organizational Effectiveness and Efficiency Study
Report Recommendations

RELATED TO STAFFING
Add the following mission-critical staff in a time-phased manner:

Funding for Staff Positions
¢  Fill two vacant/Groundskeeper I positions within Grounds Maintenance in FY 2010.
Fill three FY 2010 BOS approved/not-yet funded new positions within the Police Department.
Fill three FY 2010 BOS approved/not-yet funded new positions within the Fire Department.
Fill one FY 2010 BOS approved/not-yet funded new position with Emergency Communications.
Hire two additional civilian administrative staff for Police Department in FY 2010.
Hire two additional civilian administrative staff for Fire Department in FY 2010.
Hire one additional Programmer/Analyst for Information Resource Management in FY 2010.

RELATED TO INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
Implement mission-critical IT technology improvements
e Purchase approximately 20 laptops/mobile devices for Stormwater, Environmental and Code
Compliance Inspectors for field work to connect to existing County data sources (i.e., CaseTrak, HMS
software) and write reports. Estimated one time cost is $65,000 and recurring annual cost is $12,000.
e Implement IT process/system improvements to utilize laptops/mobile devices.
¢ Implement modified version of HMS software in Codes Compliance Division.

RELATED TO STRUCTURE / OPERATIONS
Create a new Citizen Services Department under the management of the Assistant County Administrator. The
Department would consist of the following existing departments/divisions:

e Communications

e  Satellite Services

e Economic Development

¢ Neighborhood Connections

e Cooperative Extension Services

Maintain a Community Services Department that would consist of those departments/divisions that are not
recommended for inclusion in a new Citizen Services Department. Community Services would consist of the
following departments/divisions:

e Social Services

¢  Housing and Community Development

e Colonial Community Corrections

e Parks and Recreation

Move Stormwater from General Services to Development Management as a standalone division reporting to the
Development Manager.
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II. PROJECT OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND

1. Project Overview

James City County is located in the Hampton Roads region of Virginia and is situated between
the James and York Rivers, tidal rivers that join the Chesapeake Bay. As of 2008, its population
was 62,394, The County has a total area of 180 square miles, of which 141 square miles is land,
and 37 square miles is water. First settled by the English colonists in 1607 at Jamestown in the
Virginia Colony, the County was formally created in 1634 as James City Shire by order of King
Charles I. James City County is considered one of only five original shires of Virginia to still be
extant today in essentially the same political form.

James City County is famous around the world as the centerpiece of a unique historical area. It
encompasses land important in the early history of our nation: Jamestown, site of the first
permanent English speaking settlement of 1607; Williamsburg, with its restored Colonial Capital
of Virginia between 1699 and 1780; and Yorktown, which in 1781 was the site of the decisive
battle of the War for Independence.

James City County operates under a Charter in a manner similar to the traditional or county
administrator form of government. The Board of Supervisors is a five-member body
representing the five electoral districts in the County: Roberts, Jamestown, Berkeley, Powhatan
and Stonehouse. The Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the Board are elected annually by its
members. The Board members are elected to staggered four-year terms. This body enacts
ordinances, appropriates funds, sets tax rates and establishes policies and generally oversees the
operation of the County government. The County Administrator is appointed by, and serves at
the pleasure of, the Board of Supervisors. As the Chief Executive Officer of the County, he/she
is responsible for developing an annual budget and carrying out policies and laws which are
reviewed and approved by the Board. The County Administrator directs business and
administrative policies and recommends to the Board those methods, procedures and policies
which will properly govern the County.

The James City County Government provides a number of local services to its citizens including
but not limited to: County Administration, Community Services, Development Management,
Financial and Management Services, Fire, General Services, Human Resources and Police.

In August 2008, the County released an RFP for an Organizational Effectiveness and Efficiency
Study of identified County departments and services. The RFP requested that consultants
provide an implementation plan that includes recommendations for the most effective delivery of
government services with projections of potential savings of costs based on the implementation
of those recommendations. Specifically, the County’s RFP identified the following key study
requirements:

e Analyze service levels, workloads and staffing.

e Evaluate programs and services in terms of necessity, efficiency, staffing, funding and
responsiveness to citizens needs.

o Identify policies, procedures or other factors that impede productivity and effectiveness.
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e Identify other local governments, especially comparable counties in Virginia, as
benchmarks or models from which the County can learn.

e Recommend alternatives that will enable the County to deliver services in the most
efficient and effective manner possible.

e Project immediate and long term savings in capital and operating costs from
implementing recommendations.

e Develop plans to implement recommendations, including timelines, resources and
anticipated impediments to implementing recommendations.

The RFP indicated that all work shall be completed so that recommendations can be planned for
and incorporated into the FY 2010 through FY 2012 budgets. The time line for completion of
the project is four months from the date of award.

2. Description of the MFSG Project Team

The Municipal and Financial Services Group (MFSG) is a specialized management consulting
practice that was established in 1976 and was for many years part of the management consulting
department of national or regional CPA or engineering firms. MFSG focuses on the financial
and management needs of the public sector (general government, public schools, public safety
and environmentally related areas such as water, wastewater, stormwater and solid waste
utilities) and in the efficient delivery of public sector services. The firm is skilled in performing
operational reviews and management audits, comparative analysis and benchmarking and
organizational and management studies. MFSG has served clients all along the East Coast and
across the nation.

In selecting its project team, MFSG included a complementary blend of functional skills in the
areas of management, organization and operations. The team brought to this project has broad
industry experience in planning organizations, municipal government, human resources and local
government finance.

The Project Officer for this project was Edward J. Donahue, III, CMC, who has 40 years of
relevant experience. The project team also consisted of Project Manager Steven Kaii-Ziegler,
AICP with 20 years of relevant experience and Michael Maker with five years of relevant
experience respectively.

3. Project Fundamentals

At the onset of the project, MFSG established the following project fundaments to help guide the
study:

e Understand the past but focus on present and future needs.

e Understand the myriad of driving forces facing the County.

e Ensure the staff understands our objective is to fit the needs of the County with the
correct staffing level and that the study is not a “witch hunt”.

e Recognize that public sector changes are generally more successful if they are
evolutionary vs. revolutionary.

e Focus on the “big ticket” items.
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Interview a cross section of James City County employees, appointed and elected
officials and users of the County’s services.

4. Description of the MFSG Project Methodology

Our approach to the Organizational Effectiveness and Efficiency Study consisted of four phases
encompassing the programs and functional areas included in the scope of the review. While
there are issues and concerns that are unique to each agency, function or program that may be
examined as part of an operational review, our approach to this evaluation employed a standard
methodology which was adapted and modified as necessary to address the particular issues
relevant to James City County. MFSG initially divided the project into four phases as follows:

Phase I — Preliminary Investigations — The project team makes initial contact and
performs initial investigations to obtain a general understanding of how the organization
is organized, how it operates, and how well it performs as evidenced by operating and
financial records.

Phase II — On-Site Investigations — The project team performs on-site investigations of
the management of the organization and of the daily operation and support functions
associated with its operations. Internal and external drivers are identified. On Site
Investigations may be consolidated with Phase I-Preliminary Investigations.

Phase III — Functional Evaluations — The project team performs an assessment and
evaluation of each of the management, support and operation functions of the
organization, identifying potential problem areas within the various functions.

Phase IV — Report Preparation — The project team prepares an analysis report,
summarizing the findings of the functional evaluation.

The workplan presented below further outlines our Comprehensive Diagnostic Evaluation (CDE)
approach to conducting an operational evaluation. The activities described are part of a
systematic review that was originally developed by the USEPA for municipal governments,
based on earlier research at Harvard Business School.

MFSG
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Each of the phases was sub-divided into discrete tasks as part of the project work plan. The key
tasks in the study were as follows:

Task 1: Project Initiation
Task 2: Data Collection
Task 3: Develop Work Plan Projections

Task 4: Interview Stakeholders

Task 5: Develop Evaluation Criteria
Task 6: Develop and Evaluate Alternative Organizational Models and Operating

Procedures

Task 7: Develop Conclusions and Recommendations
Task 8: Develop Report and Presentations

Our work program allowed the project team to assess whether County departments were
fulfilling their missions in accordance with adopted County laws and policies and relevant
Federal and State regulations. In addition, our assessment provided us with the necessary
information to make recommendations as appropriate to address identified problems and
concerns and to improve the operations and services delivered by the County. Our assessment
was designed to identify for the County those processes and procedures it should have in place
to:

e Ensure projects and services are delivered in a professional manner on time and within
budget.
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Ensure that completed projects meet a high quality of customer service delivery and all
performance objectives.

Organize project staff and project development processes effectively.
Provide for reporting mechanisms related to the status of on-going projects.

Map processes in operating and administrative departments for business process
improvement suggestions and future information technology projects.

As a result of the above analysis we committed to the following specific deliverables:

1.

A written report outlining findings related to the work undertaken and recommendations
based on these findings that will enable the County to deliver services in the most
efficient and effective manner possible. These recommendations should consider, but not
be limited to, such issues as:

a) Changes in methods of service delivery;

b) Elimination of services;

¢) Schedule changes;

d) Outsourcing certain services;

e) Changes in staffing configurations;

f) Use of vehicles for the delivery of services;

g) Consolidation or relocation of services;

h) Changes in job descriptions;

1) Review of annual audit practices;

j) Other changes that will provide for more effective utilization of resources.

Cost impacts related to the report’s recommendations.

A proposed schedule (short and long term) and the actions necessary to implement
recommendations. The plan will consider and address impediments to implementing the
recommendations, measures to address such impediments and alternative
recommendations in case such impediments cannot be overcome.

Two draft reports to the County: one draft to allow comments; a second draft to obtain
written response; Final report to County Administrator and Board of Supervisors; at least
two in-person presentations to staff and the Board of Supervisors and citizens.

MEFSG initiated work on the project in November 2008. The first site visits and interviews
commenced on December 1* and were completed by January 5, 2009. Members of the project
team made a total of four site visits during the project and have had frequent interaction with
James City County staff by email and telephone.
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The project team was greatly impressed by the attitude and helpfulness of the James City
County staff. We were also pleased that the Board of Supervisors could take time to meet
with MFSG during the project.

5. Interviews and Data Collection
Introduction

The James City County Board of Supervisors, the County Administrator, the Assistant County
Administrator, department managers/division directors, supervisors, managers, and staff and
several non-governmental citizen/business stakeholders were interviewed as part of this study by
members of the project team. In advance of the interviews, MFSG developed a 45 question
“Interview Guide Questionnaire” that was forwarded to each person selected for an interview to
complete and return to us for review prior to the actual interview. Approximately fifty percent of
the questionnaires were returned prior the scheduled interviews with the remaining fifty percent
provided to us by the employee at the interview. The project team developed a standard
interview protocol to ensure consistency and completeness during the actual interviews.

At the start of each interview, the study purpose was explained and the interviewee was advised
about the uniform procedures and safeguards established by the project team. Interviewees were
advised that the interview notes would only be shared among the project team and that it was our
intent to keep such notes confidential.

The interviewees were also assured that their comments would not be presented in the report in
such a manner that they could be directly attributed to them (unless they subsequently granted
approval for us to make such acknowledgment).

MEFSG began the actual interviews during the first week of December. Specific interview dates,
departments and number of employees interviewed were as follows:

e 12/1/2008-12/3/2008, Development Management (Planning, Environmental, Code
Compliance and Zoning): 25 of 49 full-time employees interviewed. General Services
(Facilities Management, Capital Projects and Contracts, Grounds Maintenance, Fleet and
Equipment, Solid Waste and Recycling and Stormwater): 25 of 71 full-time employees
interviewed.

e 12/8/2008-12/10/2008, Police (sworn and non sworn-Investigations, Uniform Patrol and
Animal Control): 28 of 102 full-time employees interviewed Fire (Operations,
Emergency Management, Emergency Communications, Fire Marshal): 30 of 140 full-
time employees interviewed.

e 12/15/2008-12/17/2008, County Administration: two of 2.5 full-time employees
interviewed.  County Attorney: two of five full-time employees. = Economic
Development: three of three full-time employees interviewed. Satellite Services: one of
three full-time employees interviewed. Board of Supervisors and identified
customers/users of JCC services: all five Supervisors and five stakeholders interviewed.
Human Resources (Communications, Personnel and Volunteer Services, Training and
Quality Performance): five of 14.5 full-time employees. Financial and Management
Services (Accounting, Budget, Safety and Risk Management, Information Resource
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Management, Purchasing and Real Estate Assessment): 18 of 53 full-time employees
interviewed. Community Services (Neighborhood Connections, Parks and Recreation
and Cooperative Extension Service): 10 of 63 full-time employees interviewed.

e 12/22/08-1/5/2009, any remaining departments and/or customers/users of JCC services
that were not included in previous sessions.

Overall, the project team interviewed approximately 160 employees, all five members of the
Board of Supervisors and several stakeholders/users of James City County services. Interview
time periods ranged from as little as 20 minutes for some employees to as long as 1 2 hours for
the Board of Supervisors and stakeholders.

The questionnaire generally addressed the following key areas:

e Job experience of the interviewee

e Education/specialized training of the interviewee

e Job responsibilities, productivity measures and the ‘“value-added” nature of the
employee’s job tasks

o Identification of three most important activities of the interviewee

¢ To whom and how the interviewee reports

e Impediments that prevent the interviewee from doing his/her job

e Current/recent changes to interviewee’s workload

e How efficiency and effectiveness of organizations could be improved

e Impact of personnel support system (HR, IT, finance, etc.) on interviewee’s work

e Methods to improve organizational effectiveness

e Effectiveness of supervision, ability to attract new hires and areas for organizational
change

What We Found

The overwhelming consensus among the project team for the project was that the James City
County government provided very good to excellent quality service to the citizens of the County.
Additionally, the County provides quality internal support services (finance, IT, human
resources, etc.) to County departments, programs and personnel. The personnel of the County
were extremely cooperative and helpful during the course of the study and were neither
defensive nor adversarial in their approach to this project.

During our review, we found instances where systems or procedures could be improved at little
or no cost, which could provide some modest savings for the County. We found instances where
certain current work processes and procedures should be discontinued. We also identified
several areas in organizational structure where improvements in efficiency and effectiveness
could occur through restructuring.

We did not identify any system, procedure, business process or organizational structure
where major changes are warranted, or where major savings could occur for the County.
This is primarily a result of the very high level of efficiency at which the County is
operating.
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What It Means

If James City County implements our organizational, staffing and technology recommendations,
we anticipate measurable improvements in the effectiveness and efficiency of the County’s
delivery of services. Our recommended improvements to current practices and systems will also
result in modest savings and better organizational control but none of these relatively modest
changes will individually produce major short-term savings or improvements.

If all of the suggested quantifiable recommendations identified are implemented, the County
would incur an approximate one-time expense of $65,000 for the purchase and software
configuration of 20 laptops. The County could anticipate additional annual expenses of
approximately $285,000 additional staffing and software licenses/mobile access for laptops.
However, this is offset by an additional annual savings of roughly $464,000 for improvements in
work processes and elimination of certain contracted services. This results in net projected
annual cost savings of about $179,000. Additional revenue could be realized through any
increases in fees or charges as well as the re-implementation of the stormwater fee. A summary
of conclusions/recommendations is provided at the end of the report which includes one-time
costs, annual costs and annual savings that were able to be quantified.

6. James City County’s Current Budget Situation

James City County’s healthy revenue situation of FY 2007 and the first part of FY 2008 has
declined sharply as a result of a combination of national, state and local economic downturns.
The result has been a significant reduction in the source of revenue required to fund necessary
services.

As of February 2009, the County has reduced its operating budget to $166 million for each fiscal
year 2009 and 2010. This represents a $4 million reduction from the adopted $170 million FY
2009 budget and a $10 million reduction from the $176 million fiscal plan for FY 2010.

The revenue shortfalls are attributed to a decrease in tourism dollars, state budget cuts and
building revenues (e.g., construction business licenses, building permits, recordation taxes, etc.)
as well as the rate of growth of property tax revenue caused by the continuing downturn in the
housing market. The federal government has been reducing financial support for a number of
programs, including housing and public safety, and federal grants are drying up. At the State
level, the 2008 General Assembly, in setting forth the biennium budget for FY 2009/2010, made
significant reductions in Aid to Local Governments by eliminating Wine and ABC sales tax
pass-through monies, reducing HB599 allocations and cutting other aid by 4.2 percent of their
general fund allocations. Contractions to the revenue stream has severely curtailed growth in
needed positions, forced the County to “freeze” vacant positions and reduce or slow down capital
projects to maintain public facilities. At the budget retreat in January 2008, the Board of
Supervisors provided the following financial guidance:

e Maintain the current tax rate of $0.77 per $100 of assessed value

e Replace the annual reassessment with a biennial reassessment starting January 1, 2010

e Eliminate fee-based funding for the Stormwater Utility and move the program to the tax
base
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e Provide a competitive pay raise for employees
¢ Continue to make public safety a priority

e Become more business friendly

e Provide adequate funding for education

During FY 2009, the Board implemented these policy objectives. While these policy decisions
are certainly understandable, they have further constrained the Board’s ability to generate
additional revenue. The result has been an overall reduction in several sources of revenue which
are necessary to support the County’s operating and capital budgets.

7. Key Findings from the Interviews
James City County is a desirable place of employment

The vast majority of the interviewees indicated they enjoyed working for James City County.
They cited the camaraderie and teamwork within their respective departments and divisions and
a high degree of mutual respect for other department employees. Support was also expressed for
the leadership of their respective departments, the County Administrator and the Board of
Supervisors. The following summarizes several of the more common “themes” cited by the
interviewees:

¢ Employees felt “valued” by County management and elected officials

¢ Employees were committed to providing quality customer service to their “clients”

e The County’s overall salary/benefits package was adequate

e Employees value internal support service (finance, IT, human resources, etc) but wish
more resources were dedicated to these areas, with a specific emphasis on IT

e James City County has made itself extremely open/accessible to its citizenry in relation to
other Virginia municipalities. This accessibility requires significant allocation of County
staff time to maintain

James City County staffing has not kept pace with the growing workload

While not universal amongst all departments, many interviewees expressed a concern that the
staffing levels within their department have not been adequate for many years and has been made
worse with the current County policy of not filling vacant positions. They also feel that the work
load has increased in terms of both quantity and complexity to the point where they are not able
to address all the priority needs deserving attention.

County Employees are concerned about their future employment

Several interviewees expressed concern with their long term employment potential with the
County as a result of current/future budget constraints. They are unsure about their future, and
they expressed a desire for better communication from decision makers as to how the County
intends to deal with current/projected budget shortfalls.
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Gaps have evolved in several areas and with processes, policies and procedures

In our interviews, we found that overall County staff is knowledgeable and properly motivated.
We concurrently identified gaps in several areas and within the existing processes, policies and
procedures where improvement can occur. Specific examples are cited in the individual
department write-ups. From our interviews, we concluded that these gaps are not attributable to
incompetence or indifference, but rather to the existing organizational structure in some
departments and the County as a whole and the lack of adequate staffing in several key areas.

Some organizational changes are necessary

MFSG evaluated the James City County organizational structure to determine appropriate
hierarchy, reasonable lines of communication, functionality and responsiveness to mission goals
and objectives. In addition, key components of our employee questionnaire and follow up
interviews were designed to help us analyze the current organizational structure for the County
and to consider areas where we felt improvements could be made. While James City County is
very well organized in terms of the services it provides, there were several organizational
improvements to the existing structure that we identified.

The County’s organizational structure does not include a true “Citizen Services” Department that
primarily provides general funded citizen services to County residents. The County also has two
“free-floating” offices (Satellite Services and Economic Development) that are not included
under any of the County’s departmental structures. The County’s Communication Division is
currently located as a unit under Human Resources. The services provided by Communications
are oriented primarily to the public and have little connection with Human Resources.
Additionally, the Communications Director receives numerous assignments directly from the
County Administrator, particularly related to the position’s role with local tourism groups.

We evaluated relocating Satellite Services, Economic Development and the Communication
Division within the existing Community Services Department. The main problem with that
approach was that a newly “enlarged” Community Services Department would now consist of
Communications, Satellite Services, Economic Development, Neighborhood Connections,
Cooperative Extension Services, Social Services, Housing and Community Development,
Colonial Community Corrections and Parks and Recreation Divisions. With at least nine direct
reports, several of which are primarily state funded and controlled and with very large
staffing/management responsibilities, we determined that an enlarged Community Services
Department was not a preferred organizational option.

We determined that the most appropriate organizational structure would be to create a new
Citizen Services Department and retain a modified Community Services Department.

The Citizen Services Department would consist of the Communications, Satellite Services,
Economic Development, Neighborhood Connections and Cooperative Extension Services
Divisions. This option provides a reasonable organizational management structure in which to
place the Satellite Services and Economic Development Divisions, thereby removing their
“floating” status. It also provides the Communications Division with a better functional
organizational fit in terms of reporting responsibilities and core services and Neighborhood
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Connections and Cooperative Extension Services (two very small agencies) with an appropriate
structure to operate in terms of direct lines of communication with the Communications Division
and their historical reporting relations (the previous Community Services Manager who is now
the Assistant County Administrator).

The Community Services Department would retain the Social Services, Housing and Community
Development, Colonial Community Corrections and Parks and Recreation Divisions. These
Divisions have all resided within Community Services for some time so there would be no
change in their reporting responsibilities, and this structure would retain agencies that are
partially funded by state monies and provide some degree of state services within one
organizational umbrella. This approach would also reduce the number of direct reports currently
under the Manager of Community Services which will enhance vertical and horizontal
communication within the Department.

During our review of the County’s Organizational Chart, reporting responsibilities, primary work
functions and the employee interviews we questioned the reasoning of having the Stormwater
Division operate under the umbrella of General Services. It is clear from our review of County
processes and work responsibilities that there exists a significant functional connection between
the Stormwater and Environmental Divisions. This functional connection became even more
apparent through the employee interview process. Our view is that Stormwater and
Environmental should be co-located together and the primary issue was whether they should
both be located under General Services or under Development Management. Our evaluation
indicated that locating them under Development Management was a better overall fit in that they
both have very large functional work responsibilities that are connected to the development
review, approval and inspections processes that currently are under the purview of Development
Management.

The project team also considered locating Stormwater within the James City Service Authority
(JCSA). However, as we have not evaluated JCSA and the fact that the Stormwater Utility Fee
was eliminated by the Board of Supervisors, we discontinued this line of thought. This option
however does have merits and should be considered for the future.

Overall, we consider these organizational changes to be relatively modest as they change
reporting responsibilities for only six divisions which is about 17% of total County departments
and divisions. Combined, these affected departments and divisions consist of approximately 5%
of the County’s total workforce that were evaluated for this study. The following provides a
brief summary of our organizational recommendations:

e Create a new Citizen Services Department under the management of the existing
Assistant County Administrator. The Department would consist of the following
divisions:

— Communications

— Satellite Services

— Economic Development

- Neighborhood Connections
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— Cooperative Extension Services

e Maintain a Community Services Department that would consist of those divisions that are
not recommended for inclusion in a new Citizen Services Department. Community
Services would consist of the following divisions:

— Social Services

— Housing and Community Development
— Colonial Community Corrections

- Parks and Recreation

e Move Stormwater from General Services to Development Management as a standalone
division reporting to the Development Manager.

Responsibilities just keep coming

Employees feel they have “stepped-up” for James City County on numerous occasions and
accepted new responsibilities and projects because they are known to be responsible, high
performers. They feel they have been particularly responsive during the last year as the County
has found itself unable to fill vacant positions due to the current budget shortfall. Many
employees have “thrived” in this environment, but it has become increasingly harder to maintain
the current level of commitment and many employees feel increasingly frustrated that there
appears to be no end in sight to the work/staffing match-up problem.

Reliance on institutional memory is too great

In our interviews, it quickly became evident that overall the County has relied too heavily upon
the institutional memory of its senior staff and managers. This was particularly evident in some
departments where there had been significant upper management turnover in recent months. It
will also undoubtedly be an issue as the County Administrator moves into retirement, now
scheduled for the summer of 2010. Historically, the County has taken a very proactive approach
to succession planning and knowledge retention. Succession planning is an issue in every
jurisdiction, but our findings indicate that James City County is well prepared in this area.
However, with the planned retirement of the County Administrator within the next 18 months
and as other senior managers retire in the future, retaining this institutional knowledge is critical.
This conclusion was supported by our observations during our time in the department work area.

Staffing in some departments is inadequate

James City County Government provides a number of local services to its citizens including but
not limited to: County Administration, Community Services, Development Management,
Financial and Management Services, Fire, General Services, Human Resources and Police.

During our interviews, we heard comments from many employees indicating the current staffing
level for their respective program is insufficient. During the time period of our interviews
(12/1/2008-12/30/2008) there were approximately 40 vacant positions within the County. As of
the drafting of this report (2/2009), the number of vacant positions is now approximately 50.
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This equates to approximately 9% of the total County workforce. Due to the current budget
situation, the County Administrator has imposed a partial “freeze” on the hiring of any new non-
public safety and “safety net” social services positions. Additional recommendations will be
made in the FY 2010 budget to eliminate many of the frozen positions.

While the size of the “active” County has declined as a result of its inability to fill vacant
positions, the overall workload has stayed constant, if not increased. This situation places added
stress on a workforce that is being asked to do significantly more with less resources.

Internal communications should be improved

In reviewing out interview notes, we conclude that efforts should be made to improve internal
communications overall throughout the County.

During our interviews, we observed instances where we received differing responses to interview
questions that related to employee understanding of internal policies and/or procedures from staff
in the same departments on items where there should have been a more consistent understanding.
One example that we observed included the use of “productivity” in the Police Department. All
Police divisions used modified versions of “productivity” and, with the Patrol Division, we
observed varying understandings of the relative importance that “productivity” played in a Patrol
Officer’s annual evaluation from the Patrol Officer’s Shift Supervisors and Command Staff.

While we do not believe there is a serious internal communication problem in the County now,
this is an area of concern and the issue should be monitored. This issue has also been
exacerbated by several recent factors including several new senior management appointments
and the fact that the County has been unable to fill approximately 50 vacant positions, thereby
adding additional work responsibilities to the remaining work force.

While there are many dynamic communication methods to improve internal communication we
believe that regular department staff meetings with follow up divisional/sectional staff meetings
would help ensure more uniform understanding among staff.

Concerns with the hiring process were expressed

Some department managers, division directors or staff expressed concern with the length of time
it takes for the County to hire an applicant. Those departments that clearly understood the
various steps that Human Resources are required to undergo were less concerned with the length
of time. Based on our experience with hiring practices in several other jurisdictions, James City
County is able to complete its hiring process for most positions in less time than others we have
observed. Several staff within the Fire Department felt that the background check process could
be shortened. However, as background checks are handled internally by the Fire Department, it
has the ability to evaluate and adjust this process as needed.
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8. Develop Workload Projections

Using the data collected and summarized above, we attempted to develop projected future
workloads for the key departments and services identified in the RFP, taking into account
numerous factors such as:

e Increasing demands related to the County’s capital improvement plan (CIP) — as the
County grows, the size and complexity of project design and construction increases
which requires additional support from a large number of County service providers
including fire and police, finance, human resources, planning and zoning, building and
environmental inspections, etc.

e Increasing demands related to the County’s growth — as the County’s population
increases, there is a corresponding increase in the need for services that support that
growth.

e Increasing maintenance needs — presuming a desire for lowest life-cycle cost, this
indicated that substantial increases in asset management programs will be required.

e Increasing demands for administrative support — If the departments/service providers
identified in the RFP for analysis continue to grow, there is a corresponding increase in
the need to provide additional support services to “line”” departments/agencies.

e Recent/anticipated regulatory changes relating to GASB #34, GASB #43 and #45 — Other
Post Employment Benefits (OPEB) may cause the County to reconsider some of its
existing County benefit programs.

Our review indicates that the County can expect to experience constrained operating and capital
budgets for at least the next few years. Additionally, the County is currently experiencing a
relative reduction in staff in that it has approximately 50 vacant positions that it has decided not
to fill due to the current budget shortfall. While we cannot predict the future, in the near term we
do not expect a return to “normalcy” in the real estate market which is a primary factor in a
jurisdiction’s overall work load. A healthy real estate market includes land transfers, building
permits, inspections, development applications and an increase in population and corresponding
commercial service expansion. All of these factors and attributes have the effect of increasing
County demands for service.

We believe that there will continue to be an increasing demand for County services over the next
few years, but at a reduced rate of increase from that experienced during peak years. The County
has done a masterful job of maintaining a very high quality level of service with significantly
less human resources available than previous years. We also do not anticipate significant new
County services to be provided in the near future. As such, our view is that while the projected
countywide work load will continue to grow, it will grow at a rate substantially less than
previous years. Additionally, the County will analyze the fiscal/human resource implications of
providing new or expanded services to a much higher degree than in the past.
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Our analysis indicates that the County should/will make every effort to provide services within
its “fiscal and human resource” limitations and will carefully consider these factors before
agreeing to new/expanded service. As such, we believe the County should continue to make
every effort to work within the current number of approved positions (funded filled/unfunded
vacant) for as long as possible. Emphasis should be placed on the unfunded vacant positions as
to whether they need to be filled, transferred to other departments with greater needs or
eliminated. We have provided a number of specific recommendations throughout the body of
this report regarding the vacant positions. Generally, we believe that the public safety positions
(Police and Fire Departments) should be filled as soon as possible, and that serious consideration
be made to fill a small number of select vacant positions be considered. Additionally, we believe
that serious consideration be made to increase the civilian administrative staffs in both the Fire
and Police Departments.

It is anticipated that the County will continue to experience constrained budgets for the next few
years which will limit the County’s ability to create/add new positions. It is also anticipated that
this factor will influence whether the County has the wherewithal to take on new/expanded
services.

9. Identification and Evaluation of Alternative Models

James City County’s current organizational structure and staffing patterns evolved over time and

reflect the best judgment of the County as to the deployment of available resources for the
workloads faced by the County. As outlined in our proposal, the project study team considered a
variety of evaluation criteria including but not limited to customer service, public safety,
finances and equipment to employ in evaluating the organizational models for James City
County. Based on the information we collected during our interviews and site visits and
comparing James City County with other organizations and sound management practices
observed during our experience in working for other clients, we have identified organizational
models for consideration by the County:

e  “As Is” Model —current structure

e “As-Is Enhanced” Model — current structure with some restructuring and the addition of
new personnel

e “Functional” Model — significant restructuring of the current organization with emphasis
on grouping personnel by functional responsibility

Each of these models is discussed briefly, together with the advantages and disadvantages as we
see them.

“As-Is”” Model

The “As-Is” Mod